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. Original Submission
.1. Recommendation
Minor Revision
. Comments to Author:
General Comments:
The topic and scope of the study are somewhat notwithin the normof papers typically published in Journal of Hydrology:
egional Studies. However, I believe if the authors carefully address Speciﬁc Comments #2, 15, and 16, the paper would be
ore appropriate for the journal.
Speciﬁc Comments:
1. abstract: The abstractwill need to be re-written to followabstract guidelines for Journal of Hydrology: Regional Studies.
he journal wants the abstracts to have 3 sections: study region, study focus, and new hydrological insights for the region.
2. Page 1 Introduction: Somewhere in the Introduction section, I would suggest discussing how this study ﬁts within the
arge water-energy-food nexus science. In particular, what is the new hydrologic insight discussed in the paper? In doing
o, I would suggest citing Taniguchi et al., 2013 paper:
Taniguchi, M., Allen, D., and Gurdak, J.J., 2013, Optimizing the Water-Energy-Food nexus in the Asia-Paciﬁc Ring of Fire,
OS Transactions American Geophysical Union, vol. 94(47), p. 435, doi:10.1002/2013EO470005.
3. 2nd paragraph on page 2: either spell out units (such as square kilometers) or use abbreviations (such as m3/day), but
on’t do both. Be consistent.
4. 3rd paragraph on page 2: Did you do this water balance analysis? If so, more detail is needed. If not, then it needs a
itation.
5. Figure 1: the source Daisuke Tahara should be included in the references as a proper citation.
Figure 3: the Japanese characters in Figure 3 should be removed. What do the blue, green, yellow, and orange lines
epresent? Are those well locations?
7. Figure 4 and 5: the source Jun Shoji should be included in the references as a proper citation.
8. Page 5: I would suggest using more standard section headers to better orient your readers. Instead of 2. Willingness to
ay Survey for Groundwater in Obama, I would suggest using 2. Methods.
9. Page 5 section 2.2 Survey Results: Have you considered listing the questions (possibly in the appendix) that were
istributed in the survey? It seems like the results of the survey might be appropriate to show in a ﬁgure or table? That
ould help the reader.
10. 2.3 Estimated value of groundwater: There needs to be more detail explaining how the results from the conditionalodel are converted into monetary values.
11. 2.3 Estimated value of groundwater: What kind of logit model? Is this a logistic regression model? There should be
ore explanation of the model and reference to the type of statistical approach that you’re using.
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12. Page 6-7 section 3.1:Much of this paragraph should be presented earlier in the Introduction of this paper, particularly
how the synergies and tradeoffs are key components of the water-energy-food nexus research. This comment is relevant to
the ﬁrst comment that I made about the Introduction needed more discussion about how this study ﬁts within the larger
water-energy-food nexus context.
13. Page 6-7 section 3.1: You don’t need to deﬁne SGD again as submarine groundwater discharge because you’ve already
done that.
14. 4. Conclusion: What is the “NPV approach”? I don’t see it mentioned earlier in the paper.
15. 4. Conclusion: Here in the Conclusion section, I would suggest discussing how ﬁndings from this study contribute
to the larger scientiﬁc efforts within the water-energy-food nexus ﬁeld. What are the implications of your ﬁndings for the
larger water-energy-food (or water-food) nexus scientiﬁc ﬁeld of study? Bring this discussion full-circle to the suggestion
that earlier in the Introduction about including context about your study within the water-energy-food nexus science.
16. No references section is very usual. I suggest adding one.Anonymous
Available online 20 December 2015
